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BellSouth Corporation and BeliSouth Telecommunications, Inc., by counsel, reply
to the comments filed in response to the Notice released in this proceeding on March 14,
1996." As a result of passage of the Telecommunications Act of 1996,% and based on the
record in this proceeding, the Commission should: (1) establish a national long term
number portability (“LTNP”) policy; (2) direct the telecommunications industry to
establish LTNP technical standards consistent with national policy; (3) initiate a Further
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking on LTNP cost recovery; (4) allow LTNP implementation
schedules to be determined through local negotiation and state oversight; (5) allow cost
recovery issues associated with interim portability measures to be resolved through local
negotiation and state regulation; and (6) assure that states do not mandate interim number

portability measures on commercial mobile radio service (“CMRS”) providers.

* Common Carrier Bureau, Further Comments Telephone Number Portability CC Docket
No. 95-116, Public Notice DA 96-358 (rel. Mar. 14, 1996) (“Notice™).

2 Telecommunications Act of 1996, Pub. L. 104-104, 110 Stat. 56, enacted Feb. 8, 1996

(the “1996 Act”).




INTRODUCTION

Most comments identify the five provisions of the 1996 Act that address
numbering issues and number portability.3 The comments, however, vary widely in their
analyses of the effect of the 1996 Act on the issues raised by the Commission in its pre-
Act NPRM.* Many comments fall predictably along competitive lines, and many reiterate
earlier filed comments.® Two issues in particular, however, received significant attention
as a result of experience gained by the industry since the pleading cycle closed. A number
of comments focus on LRN as an appropriate technical solution for the kind of number
portability required by the 1996 Act.® A large number of comments also focused on the

need for the Commission to establish number portability cost recovery mechanisms.

* These provisions are set forth in BellSouth’s Comments at pp. 2-3.

* Inre Telephone Number Portability, Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, CC Docket No.
95-116, 10 FCC Rcd 12350 (1995) (“NPRM”).

* Thus, despite the congressional mandate in Section 271(c)(2)(xi) that Bell operating
companies (“BOCs”) provide remote call forwarding (“RCF”) and direct inward dialing
trunks (“DID”) or other comparable arrangements as an interim number portability
measure until the Commission adopts regulations for technically feasible service provider
portability, a number or parties reiterate their attacks on these arrangements and seek to
leverage this proceeding to delay BOC entry into interLATA markets by adding an
additional regulatory gloss to the checklist established by Congress. 1996 Act Section
271(c)(2)(B).

¢ LRN is the acronym for location routing number. As discussed below, LRN is a call
process model that is prone to being mischaracterized as a technical solution for LTNP.
Infra. pp. 3-6.



L THE LRN CALL MODEL IS NOT A COMPREHENSIVE
LTNP SOLUTION; IN FACT IT IS ONLY A PART OF LTNP
IMPLEMENTATION REQUIREMENTS
The 1996 Act is silent as to the selection of an appropriate technical solution for
LTNP. Advocates of LRN draw upon experience gained in various state number
portability proceedings and in industry fora in the time since the pleading cycle closed.
BellSouth and others noted in their comments that several states have endorsed LRN in
the context of number portability proceedings, and that no other viable call model has
emerged.” There is near-unanimous agreement on the LRN’s advantages. However,
many commenters misapprehend LRN, a call model, as a comprehensive LTNP solution.®
It is crucial that the Commission appreciate that selection of LRN as a call model is
not synonymous with selecting LRN as a LTNP technical solution which will resolve all

issues surrounding number portability.” Accepting, as BellSouth does, LRN’s inevitable

role in LTNP as the call model of choice, complex operational and engineering problems

7 See, e.g., BellSouth Comments at 5.

® The confusion is demonstrated by the variety of ways by which the LRN call process
model is described by commenters: as a “permanent solution”, AT&T Comments at 3; as
an “implementation method”, NYSDPS Comments at 1; as a “mechanism”, Cox
Comments at 8; as a “solution”, Pacific Bell Comments at 2, USTA Comments at 3,

et. al; as an “addressing scheme”, NYNEX Comments at 5; as a “system”, Sprint
Comments at 2; as a “call model”, TRA Comments at 6; as an “approach”, ALTS
Comments at 5, MCI Comments at 4; as an “architecture”, Ameritech Comments at 8; and
as a “proposal”, GTE Comments at 5. This inability of the industry to describe LRN in a
uniform manner demonstrates that, notwithstanding LRN’s obvious advantages as a call
model that will undoubtedly play an integral role in LTNP, the industry itself has not yet
reached consensus on the scope of LRN advantages and limitations. See NYNEX
Comments at S; See also GTE Comments at 5-6.

® See NYNEX Comments at 5.



posed by widespread deployment of LTNP across a wide variety of switches and network
architectures as identified by BellSouth and others in the original pleading cycle remain to
be resolved as the industry works toward a LTNP solution.'® For example, the issue of
where and how queries are to be launched exists independently of the selection of a
particular call model and needs further evaluation. Neither the Commission nor the
industry need to select any single triggering mechanism to effectuate LTNP; carriers
should be able to specify the triggering mechanism most appropriate for use on their own
networks. Further, service control points necessary to ensure that calls are routed
properly must be developed and deployed, and service management system issues need to
be resolved in order to truly implement a fully integrated LTNP solution.

II. NEITHER THE 1996 ACT, NOR PROGRESS MADE TOWARD LTNP,

COMPEL A FEDERALLY MANDATED IMPLEMENTATION
TIMETABLE

The need to resolve remaining technical and operational issues underscores the fact
that the Commission should reject all proposals to mandate specific implementation dates
for LTNP. There is no congressional imperative to implement LTNP by a date certain;
rather, LTNP is to be implemented by a single class of carriers when technically feasible
and when its costs can be borne by all classes of telecommunications carriers in a
competitively neutral manner. The 1996 Act merely requires the Commission to
“complete all actions necessary to establish regulations to implement the requirements [for

technically feasible, service provider number portability within a limited geographic area]

19 BellSouth Comments (Sept. 13, 1995), pp. 35-46. Both NYNEX and GTE, in their
further comments, describe a number of issues that remain to be resolved with LRN.



of this [LEC-interconnection] section” by August 8, 1996."' Contrary to the implications
of some commenters, Section 251 of the 1996 Act does not require LTNP implementation
by a date certain or prior to a grant of relief under Section 271. The conspicuous absence
of a congressional mandate for an implementation time frame constitutes express
recognition by Congress that development of a technically feasible, competitively neutral
LTNP solution may, necessarily, take some time.

Although the industry is using its best efforts to implement number portability in
accordance with the target dates established by state regulators, these aggressive
implementation schedules may need to be adjusted slightly to take into account drafting
requests for proposals, vendor availability, adequate testing intervals, and other issues.
For instance, in Georgia, where BellSouth has been an active participant, efforts to
understand the impacts of number portability in the areas of intercompany information
flows, rating and billing, and impacts on operator services, especially those utilizing line
information database (“LIDB”) are in their early stages. It is absurd to think that a
federally mandated implementation date will allow all participating carriers in all locations
to adequately test both ported and non-ported switches to assure seamless interoperability
and non-impairment of quality, reliability and convenience. The 1996 Act requires
functionality without impairment as well as technical feasibility; it does not require an

implementation date.

11996 Act, Section 251(d)(1).



MCI argues that a date certain for LTNP should be established as it was for 800
number portability.’> MCI overlooks the significant differences between 800 service
number portability and LTNP: (1) 800 service technology and architecture were already in
place, whereas LTNP technologies and architectures are still the subject of state
proceedings; (2) the 800 industry participants were provided ample time to develop
implementation plans that included intercompany testing process; (3) an N3P-SMS system
for all companies to interconnect with was in place and only required deployment of a
number administration service center, whereas with LTNP database systems need to be
developed; (4) 800 services involved a mature, relatively small segment of a highly
developed commercial services market, whereas LTNP involves POTS end-user
customers on an unprecedented scale; and (5) the Commission provided a cost recovery
mechanism for the costs of providing 800 service number portability, whereas no such
system has been established for LTNP.

1. THE COMMISSION MUST ADDRESS THE ISSUE OF LTNP COST

RECOVERY IMMEDIATELY IN A FURTHER NOTICE OF

PROPOSED RULEMAKING

The 1996 Act makes clear that while the cost recovery issues relating to
interim arrangements should be left to the states, the Commission is to ensure that the cost
of establishing LTNP shall be borne by all telecommunications carriers in a competitively
neutral basis as determined by the Commission."® Thus the Commission should take

immediate action to address cost recovery issues relating to LTNP in this proceeding. As

'2- MCI Comments at 6.
131996 Act, Section 251(e)(2) (emphasis added).



noted above, while the 1996 Act does not require the Commission to mandate a particular
LTNP technical solution, it does require that the costs of establishing number portability
be borne by all telecommunications carriers on a competitively neutral basis as determined
by the Commission. The actual costs of LTNP cannot be determined until a truly
technically feasible solution and all related deployment requirements are identified. '
Vendors cannot quote prices until the technologies upon which they are expected to build
become clear. Service providers cannot complete financial analyses until they understand
the fundamental levels of service performance expected and how implementation is to take
place. The costs posed to incumbent local exchange carriers (“LECs”) is necessarily
different from those posed to new entrants: incumbents must replace an extensive system
of existing switches or develop a work around to accommodate a lack of capability in
existing switches, and, in addition, adapt existing operating systems to adjust to new
interconnection arrangements. Incumbent LECs remain subject to federal and state
regulatory restraints in terms of pricing and cost recovery that are not factors for new
entrants. A number of commenters have doc;umented the extensive costs of LTNP that
will affect incumbent LECs, yet the proposals put forth by commenters to date hardly
qualify as anything remotely resembling competitive neutrality.

Thus, the Commission, in the Order it issues in this proceeding, should seek
comment on how costs are to be borne by all carriers on a competitively neutral basis.
It should adopt a tentative conclusion that no class of telecommunications carrier should

be competitively disadvantaged by LTNP deployment. Because some commenters

14 NYNEX Comments at 5.



advocate that each carrier bear its own infrastructure costs, the Commission should
consider the types of infrastructure costs of all classes of carriers, not just incumbent
LECs, in order that massive financial burdens are not imposed on particular classes of
carriers." Tt should specifically seek comment on the extent to which classes of carriers
which are not required to participate in LTNP will bear costs relating to LTNP. It should
further conclude that Congress’s specific endorsement of interim RCF and DID
arrangements, and the 1996 Act’s structure of requiring state-approved carrier
negotiations for interconnection agreements, compels that RCF and DID cost recovery
mechanisms be left for resolution to the states.'®

BellSouth has advocated in this proceeding that the Commission undertake to
resolve the difficult cost recovery issues attendant upon LTNP once the industry has
proposed a specific LTNP technical solution that meets the criteria established by the
Commission. Based on passage of the 1996 Act and the rapid progress made in state
proceedings, and the number of proposals advanced by commenters, BellSouth believes
that the Commission is in a position to begin addressing LTNP cost recovery immediately
through a further notice of proposed rulemaking issued simultaneously with a report and
order establishing a national LTNP policy as well as an industry effort to recommend the
appropriate technical solution to achieve the national policy.

Finally, as clarification, BellSouth stated in its comments, “[a]s long as CMRS

providers are not recognized by Congress as facilities-based competitors to the BOCs

15 Pacific Bell Comments at 7.

¢ Ameritech Comments at 7, n.11.



pursuant to Section 271(c)(1)(A), CMRS providers should not be obligated with the
burdens of number portability.” Section 271(c)(1) provides that “[flor purposes of ...
{subparagraph [(c)(1)(A)] services provided pursuant to Subpart K [sic] of Part 22 of the
Commission’s regulations (47 CFR § 22.901 et seq.) shall not be considered to be
telephone exchange services.” Thus, it is only cellular service providers who are
specifically considered not to be facilities based competitors to BOCs for the purposes of
Section 271(c)(1)(A). Nevertheless, the record to date indicates that interim number

portability arrangements should not be imposed on CMRS providers.

NCLUSION

The Commission should recognize that LRN is not a comprehensive LTNP
solution. Nothing in the 1996 Act or in the record developed in this proceeding requires
the FCC to interfere with the ongoing and highly successful state number portability
proceedings through federally mandated technical requirements or implementation
schedules."”

The Commission can best fulfill its obligations under the 1996 Act by issuing a
Report and Order in which it establishes a national LTNP policy to guide these state
efforts and also establishes an industry work group tasked to recommend a LTNP
technical solution consistent with the Commission’s policy. The Commission should issue

a Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking seeking comment on how to implement the

'” Georgia Public Service Commission Comments at 1-3.



1996 Act's mandate that the costs of number portability shall be borne by all
telecommunications carriers on a competitively neutral basis.
Respectfully submitted,

BELLSOUTH CORPORATION and
BELLSOUTH TELECOMMUNICATIONS, INC.

By Their Attorneys

st B

M. Robert Sutherland
Theodore R. Kingsley

Suite 1700

1155 Peachtree Street, N.E.
Atlanta, Georgia 30309-3610
(404) 249-3392

DATE: April 5, 1996

10



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

1 hereby certify that I have this Sth day of April, 1996 served all parties to this
action with a copy of the foregoing REPLY COMMENTS by placing a true and correct
copy of the same in the United States Mail, postage prepaid, addressed to the parties listed

on the attached service list.

p
¥.}' Vo [ /;3\ Pl LA

Sheila Bonner



CC Docket No. 95-116

Cynthia B. Miller

Associate General Counsel

Florida Public Service Commission
2540 Shumard Oak Blvd.

Room 301, Gerald L. Gunter Bldg.
Tallahassee, FL. 32399-0850

Dan L. Poole

Jeffrey S. Bork

U S West, Inc.

1020 19th Street, SW
Suite 700

Washington, D.C. 20036

Scherers Communications Group, Inc.
Gordon F. Scherer

President & Chief Executive Officer
Susan Drombetta

575 Scherers Court

Worthington, OH 43085

David L.. Kahn

% Bellatrix International

4055 Wilshire Blvd., Suite 415
Los Angeles, CA 90010

Cincinnati Bell Telephone Company
Thomas E. Taylor

Christopher J. Wilson

Frost & Jacobs

2500 PNC Center

201 E. Fifth Street

Cincinnati, OH 45202

Pat Wood, III

Robert W. Gee

Judy Walsh

Public Utility Commission of Texas
7800 Shoal Creek Blvd.

Austin, TX 78757

Jere W. Glover, Eaq.
Chief Counsel
Barry Pineles, Esq.

Assistant Chief Counsel

Office of Advocacy

United States Small Business
Administration

409 Third Street, S.W., Suite 7800

Washington, D.C. 20416

Richard A. Muscat

Assistant Attorney General

Consumer Protection Division

Public Agency Representation Section
P. O. Box 12548

Capitol Station

Austin, TX 78711-2548

TDS Telecommunications Corp.
Margot Smiley Humphrey

Koteen & Naftalin
1150 Connecticut Avenue, N.W.
Suite 10

Washington, D.C. 20036

SBC Communications, Inc.
James D. Ellis

Robert M. Lynch

David F. Brown

175 E. Houston

Room 1254

San Antonio, TX 78205



Roger W. Steiner

Assistant General Counsel
Attorney for the

Missouri Public Service Commiss
P. 0. Box 360

Jefferson City, MO 65102

National Telephone Cooperative Assoc.

David Cosson

L. Marie Guillory

2626 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20037

Agsociation of Public-Safety
Communications Officials
International, Inc.

Robert M. Gurss

Wilkes, Artis, Hedrick & Lane,
1666 K Street, N.W., #1100
Washington, D.C. 20006

Bell Atlantic

Betsy L. Anderson

John M. Goodman

1133 20th Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036

Independent Telecommunications
Network, Inc. (ITN)

Sam LaMartina, Esq.

8500 W. 110th Street, Suite 600
Overland Park, KS 66210

ion

Chtd

Ann E. Henekener
Assistant Attorney General
Public Utilities Section
180 East Broad Street
Columbus, OH 43266-0573

Naitonal Emergency Number Association

James R. Hobson
Donelan, Cleary, Wood & Maser, P.C.
1100 New York Avenue
Suite 750

Washington, D.C. 20005-3934

Interactive Services Association
Edwin N. Lavergne

Darren L. Nunn

Ginsburg, Feldman and Bress, Chtd.
1250 Connecticut Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036

The Telecommunications Resellers
Association

Charles C. Hunter

Kevin S. DilLallo

Hunter & Mow, P.C.

1620 I Street, N.W., Suite 701
Washington,D.C. 20006

Larry A. Peck

Frank Michael Panek

Attorneys for

Ameritech

2000 West Ameritech Center Drive
Room 4H86

Hoffman Estates, IL 60196-1025



Maureen O. Helmer

General Counsel

New York State Department of
Public Service

Three Empire State Plaza
Albany, NY 12223

America's Carriers Telecommunications
Association

Charles H. Heleiin

General Counsel

Helein & Associates, P.C.

8180 Greensboro Drive, Suite 700
McLean, VA 22102

WORLDCOM, INC.

d/b/a LDS WorldCom

Catherine R. Sloan

Richard L. Fruchterman

Richard S. Whitt

1120 Connecticut Ave., NW, Suite 400
Washington, D.C. 20036

GO Communications Corporation
John A. Malloy, Esqg.

Leo R. Fitzsimon, Esq.

201 N. Union Street, Ste. 410
Alexandria, VA 22314

Telemation International, Inc.
Gregory M. Casey, Esqg.

Senior Vice President

6707 Democracy Boulevard
Bethesda, MD 20817

Paging Network, Inc.
Judith St. Ledger-Roty
John W. Hunter

Reed Smith Shaw & McClay
One Franklin Square
Suite 1100 East Tower
Washington, D.c. 20005

Arch Communications Group
Airtouch Paging

Mark Stachiw

Three Forest Plaza

12221 Merit Drive

Suite 800

Dallas, Texas 75251

Cellular Telecommunications
Industry AssocC.

Michael Altschul

Randall S. Coleman

Brenda K. Pennington

1250 Connecticut Avenue, NW
Suite 200

Washington, D.C. 20036

Peter Arth, Jr.

Edward W. O'Neill

Ellen S. Levine

Attorneys for the People of the
State of California and the Public
Utilities Commission of the State of
California

505 Van Ness Avenue

San Francisco, CA 94102

National Wireless Resellers Assoc.
Joel H. Levy

Cohn and Marks

1333 New Hampshire Avenue, S.W.
Suite 600

Washington, D. C. 20036



NYNEX Telephone Companies
Deborah Haraldson

1095 Avenue of the Americas
New York, NY 10036

The National Cable Television Asasoc.

Danilel L. Brenner

Neal M. Goldberg

David L. Nicoll

1724 Massachusetts Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036

Richard Nelson

Marion County

Board of County Commissioners
2631 SE 3rd Street

Ocala, FL 34471-9101

California Cable Television Assoc.
Alan J. Gardner

Jerry Yanowitz

Jeffrey Sinsheimer

Jennifer A. Johns

4341 Piedmont Avenue

Oakland, CA 94611

General Communication, Inc.
Kathy L. Shobert

Director, Federal Affairs
901 15th Street, N.W.

Suite 900

Washington, D.C. 20005

United States Telephone Assoc.
Mary McDermott

Linda Kent

Charles D. Cosson

1401 H. Street, N.W.

Suite 600

Washington, D.c. 20005

Nextel Communications, Inc.
Robert S. Foosaner

Lawrence R. Krevor

Laura L. Holloway

800 Connecticut Avenue, N.W.
Suite 1001

Washington, D.C. 20006

PCS Prime Co, L.P.
William L. Roughton, Jr.
1133 20th Street, N.W.
Washington, D.c. 20036

U.S. Intelco Networks, Inc.
Stephen G. Kreskin

Thomas J. Moorman

Kraskin & Lesse

2120 L Street, N.W., Suite 520
Washington, D.C. 20037

The Ericsson Corporation
David C. Jatlow

Young & Jatlow

2300 N Street, N.W.
Suite 600

Washington, D.C. 20037



Bell Atlantic NYNEX Mobile, Inc.
John T. Scott, III

CROWELL & MORING

1001 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.w.
Washington, D.C. 20005-2595

GTE Service Corporation
David J. Gudino

1850 M Street, N.W.
Suite 1200

Washington, D.c. 20036

Sprint Corporation

Jay C. Keithley

Norina T. Moy

Kent Y. Nakamura

1850 M Street, N.W.
Suite 1110

Washington, D.C. 20036

Time Warner Communications Holdings,
Inc.

Brian Conboy

Sue D. Blumenfeld

Thomas Jones

WILLKIE FARR & GALLAGHER

Three Lafayette Centre

1155 21st Street, N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20036

OPASTCO

Lisa M. Zaina

General Counsel

21 Dupont Circle, N.W.
Suite 700

Washington, D.C. 20039

Illinois Commerce Commission
Harold L. Stoller

Richard S. Wolters

Special Assistants Attorney General
527 East Capitol Avenue

P. O. Box 19280

Springfield, IL 62792-9280

MFS Communications Company, Inc.
Andrew D. Lipman

Mark Sievers

Swidler & Berlin, Chartered
3000 K Stret, N.W.

Suite 300

Washington, D.C. 20007

Pacific Bell

Marlin D. Ard

Nancy C. Woolf

140 New Montgomery Street
Room 1523

San Francisco, CA 94105

Association for Local
Telecommunications Services
Richard J. Metzger

General Counsel

1200 19th Street, N.W.
Suite 560

Washington, D.C. 20036

MCI Telecommunications Corp.
Loretta J. Garcia

Donald J. Elardo

1801 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20006



AT&T Corp.

Mark C. Rosenblum

Roy E. Hoffinger
Clifford K. Williams
Room 324471

295 North Maple Avenue
Basking Ridge, NJ 07920

Teleport Communications Group, Inc.
J. Manning Lee

Vice President, Regulatory Affairs
Two Teleport Drive, Suite 300
Staten Island, NY 10311

Personal Communications Industry
AsSsocC.

Mark J. Golden

Vice President of Industry Affairs
500 Mongtomery Street

Suite 700

Washington, D.C. 20036

The Competitive Telecommunications
Assoc.

Danny E. Adams

Steven A. Augustino

Kelley Drye & Warren

1200 19th Street, N.W.

Suite 500

Washington, D.C. 20036

U. S. Airwaves, Inc.
Pamela Portin

10500 N.E. Eighth Street
Suite 625

Bellevue, WA 98004

The AD HOC Coalition of Competitive
Carriers

Werner K. Hartenberger

Laura H. Phillips

J. G. Harrington

DOW, LOHNES & ALBERTSON

1255 Twenty-Third Street, N.W.
Suite 500

Washington, D.C. 20037

Robert C. Schoonmaker

Vice President

GVNW La Montana Way
Colorado Springs, CO 80918

National Assoc. of Regulatory
Utility Commissioners

Paul Rodgers

Charles D. Gray

James Bradford Ramsay

1102 ICC Building

P. O. Box 684

Washington, D.C. 20044

U. S. Intelco Networks, Inc.
Robert Mitchell

P. 0. Box 2909

Olympia, WA 28507

Omnipoint Corporation
Mark J. O'Connor

Piper & Marbury, L.L.P.
1200 19th Street, N.W.
Seventh Floor
Washington, D.C. 20036



The Yellow Pages Publishers Assoc.

Albert Halprin

Melanie Haratunian

Halprin, Temple, Goodman & Sugrue
1100 New York Avenue, N.W.

Suite 650, East Tower

Washington, D.C. 20005

National Exchange Carrier
Association, Inc.

Richard A. Askoff

100 South Jefferson Road
Whippany, NJ 07981

Southwestern Bell Telephone Company

Mary W. Marks

One Bell Center
Room 3558

St. Louis, MO 63101

GTE Service Corporation
Jeffrey S. Linder
Wiley, Rein & Fielding
1776 K Street, NW.
Suite 1100

Washington, D.C. 20006

MobileMedia Communications, Inc.
Gene P. Belardi, Vice President
2101 Wilson Boulevard, Suite 935
Arlington, VA 22201

Jones Intercable, Inc.

Paul Glist

Christopher W. Svage

John C. Dodge

Cole, Raywid & Braverman, L.L.P.
1919 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Suite 200

Washington, D.C. 20006

Ellen S. Deutsch

Senior Counsel

Citizens Utilities Company of
California

1035 Placer Street

Redding, CA 96049-6020

California Cable Television Assoc.

Donna N. Lampert
Charon J. Harris

MINTZ, LEVIN, COHN, FERRIS, GLOVSKY

AND POPEO, P.C.

701 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Suite 900

Washington, D.C. 20004

Cox Enterprises, Inc.

Werner K. Hartenberger

J. G. Harrington

Laura H. Phillips

Dow, Lohnes & Albertson

1200 New Hampshire Avenue, N.W.
Suite 800

Washington, D.C. 20036

Personal Communications Industry
AssocC.

Jeffrey S. Linder

Wiley, Rein & Fielding

1776 K Street, N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20006



Pacific Bell

R. Michael Senkowski

Jeffrey S. Linder

Wiley, Rein & Fielding
1776 K Street, N.W.

Washington, D.C.

20006

National Emergency Number Assoc.

James R. Hobson

Donelan, Cleary, Wood & Maser,

1100 New York Avenue, N.W.

Suite 750
Washington, D.C.

20005-3934

P.C.

AirTouch Paging

Arch Communications Group

Carl W. Northrop

E. Ashton Johnston

Paul, Hastings, Janofsky & Walker
1299 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
10th Floor

Washington, D.C. 20004-2400



